The genera of butterflies treated in this paper are those labeled by Klots (Ent. Americana, vol. 12, new ser., pi. 13, fig. 100, 1933) as the "Tatocheilae-Phulia" branch of the family tree. These genera probably will be considered as constituting a subtribe of the Pierini when that tribe is subdivided.
vol. los that the female genitalia are often as useful as the male genitalia in ascertaining the relationship of butterfly groups.
Concerning the genera now under scrutiny, the soundest early works were those of Butler (Cist. Ent., vol. 1, pp. 33-58, 1870) and Grote (Proc. Amer. Philos. Soc, vol. 39, pp. 1900) and were based, according to the practice of that time, mainly upon venational characters.
To these studies Klots (loc. cit., pp. 217-220) added a study of the male genitalia, arriving at a fairly satisfactory generic treatment which was superior to all similar generic studies in the Rhopalocera and was certainly an outstanding landmark.
In preparing the present paper, the male genitalia, venation, and habitus were thoroughly studied and evaluated. Also, the legs, including the claws (which proved to be of great value), and the female genitalia were studied.
The complexities of relationship among the genera studied were found to be much greater than heretofore believed. The use of any one character ( The result was that sometimes special importance was given to a single structure in one genus (or in several genera) and that much less importance had to be given that same structure in another genus (or in several other genera).
Two of the genera treated below are each divided into two subgenera upon characters that certainly would be considered of generic instead of subgeneric value if it were not for the fact that they could not be separated upon habitus. It did not seem logical, for example, to treat the subgenera Phulia and Infraphulia as separate generain spite of the several really important differences in male and female genitalia and venation-simply because they look so very much alike.
Thus, habitus was regarded as being of great importance and genera were not divided unless differences in habitus supported the other reasons for such division. On the other hand, habitus differences alone were not regarded as sufficient to divide genera. Thus, the two species of Baltia, although differing greatly in habitus (one species resembling Piercolias and the other somewhat resembling Phulia) were retained together in the genus Baltia because other characters did not support a division based upon habitus differences either on the generic or the subgeneric level.
The species here transferred to Pitrcolias {Picrphulia) were taken from Phulia, where they have hitherto been placed, because of the differences in the uncus of the male, in the inner genital plates of the female, and in other characters which were supported by habitus differences.
On the other hand they could not be regarded as typical Piercolias (except on habitus characters) because of some differences in these same structures and in venation.
All of the genera treated here are Neotropical in distribution except Baltia, Setae and other armature are omitted, except on the paronychium in figure 27.
All drawings are to the scale shown in figure 28 . 
